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South
Florida
Regional
Planning
Council

AprilS, 2001

M5. Cf)erie irainor
Florida Coastal Ma1'Ia.gement Progxam
Department of Community Affairs
2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, florida 32399-2100

RE: SFRPC 4#'s 01-0315, SA! File #'s FLl99904260265CR -Request for con1ments on the advanced
notification regarding the environmenW aS5e5sment for the construction of Tri-Rall's South Fork
of the New Rivet Bridge. This improvement project i9 part of Tri-Rail's Double Track Corridor
Improvement Program, Tri-County Commu~ Ra..i1 Authority, Fort Lauderdale, Browatd County.

Dear Ms. Trainor:

We have reviewed the above-referenced request mct have the following comments:

.Council staff find that the purpose of the proposed improvement to the Tri--Rail's South Fork of the
New River Bridge is generally consistent with Ute goals and policies of fue Strategic Regional Policy
Plan for South Florida(SRPP), m iliat futu.:re j.XJ:tpJ'ovements to the commuter rail infrastru.cture will
help ensure the availability of alternative and efficient transportation to Ute people of 5oQtlt Florida.

In additio1'l" when a!\alyzing future transportation WrastJ:ucbJ.re inlprovemenf8, consider fue following
comments:

The project must be consistent with t1\e goals a.nd policies of the City of Fort LauderdCl1e and
Broward County comprehet1Sive plans and their corresponding land development regulations.
It js jmportant for the permit grantor to coordinate iis permit with the local govemJneI't($)
gr311.ting peDn.i~ for development at the subject sites.

.

Staff recom:merlds that 1) a.ny future env.ironm~ta1 impacts on the natural systems, as a result of
construction activities related to the new bridget be mini1:nized to the greatest extent feasible, and 2)
general management practices be sensitive to wildlife and vegetative cottlntunities and require
proWction ~d oX" .mitigation of disbJJ:.bed habitat. This will assist in reducing the cumulative
impacts to native plants and animals, ,.'etlands and deep water habitat and fisheries that the goals
afid policies 0£ the Strategir: Regional Policy Plan for South Florida (SRPP) seek to protect.

.

The improvement project is located over the Biscayne Aquifer, and the South Fork of the New River,
a navigable waterway and Class I and II Waters. These are all natural tesou.rc~s of regj.oDal
signjficance designated in the SRPP. The goals and policies of the SRPP , in particuIaJ those
mdicated below, should be observed wll.e:I\ m~g deci5ioN regarding future improvements to the
South Fork of the New River Bridge.

.

3440 Hollywood Boulevard, Suite 140, Hollywood, Florida 33021
Broward (954) 985-4416, Area Codes 305, 407 and 561 (800) 985-4416

SunCom 473-4416, FAX (954) 985-4417, SunCom FAX 473-4417
e~mail if~dn'in@$frpc.com
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Expand and improve the numbe:t and scheduling of 1iJ:Iks between the elliting public
transportation systems and expaI\d transit systems to target regional and cross...county

travel needs.

5.1.1

Plan and con5truCt intermodal c(>IUlections to D1ult:imodal tran5portation corridors and
develop high densjty and mixed land u5e around those intermodal com\ection9.

5.1.4

Expa:{\d use of mass transit, commuter raiL and alternative transportation mOdf;5, and
increase thejr role as major components in the overall regional transportation system.

5.1.13

Decrease the region' f\ d.epeJ1dence 01' forei[;"rt oil through the iIlcreas~d use of n1ass trm5it
aJ1d alternative fuels for traI1Sportation purposes.

5.1.22
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ME

"10: Everglades T edlnical Oversight Committee

FROM: Frank NeartlOOf, FDEP Representative

DATE: Feb.ruaf'1 B, 2001

RE: C111 Total Phosphorus Monitoring

At the prior roc meeting, ~rns ~re expressed over data qI.Jality for monitoring
associated with implementaliM of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer's (USAGE) C-
111 project. In response to those concerns, the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection (Department) has conducted a review of total phosphorus data coi~ed
for the USACE by its (X)rltract I~ (PPB Environmental Laboratories). This review
included an audit of PPB on November 14. 2000, and analysis of inter-laboratory
split-samples. Based 00 its review, the Department believes that there are precision
a 00 accuracy problems with USACE C-111 phosphonJs data for !\\0 distinct time
periods and recommends these data be qualified as folla.NS:

1) In accordance wth Rule 62-160, Florida Administrative Code (FAG}. all total
phospha'Us data analyzed by PPB prirx to June 2000 should be qualified ~th a
"?" {"Data is rejected and should not be used. Some or all of the quality control
data for the analyte were outside crIteria, arrl the presence or absence of the
analyte cannot be determined from the daIs.-). This recommendation is based on
the large positive bias (appro}(. 16 ~g/L) in PPB total r.*1osphorus results
demonstrated by $plit-samples between PPB Labs and FDEP for the period
February-May 2000 (Figure 1 ).

2) Also, subsequent to June 200), any total phosphonJs values reported by PPB
that a-e less han 16 ~ should be qualified Wth a "Iw (Estimated value bet\Neen
the method detection limit end pradical quantitatim limit (pal)) in 8Q:X)rdance
with Rule 62-160, F.AC. This code is required since the repor1ed values are
below the estimated POL for the laboratQry- Sir:K;e the intent of the monitoring
being perfOImed by PPB is to determine compliMce relative to phosphorus levels
in the 5-10 ~ range, as stated in the C-111 draft General Reevaluation Repor1
supplement, it is necessary for the laboratory to have SOOJracy a1d precision
commensurate with that intent- The lack of sensitivity (precision) below 16 ~g/L ;8
demonstrated by:

a) A laba'atory audit (report etta~d) of PPB by FDEP staff on November 14,
2000, 'Athid1 conduded that PPB has not OOmonstrated adequate preCision
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and accuracy belCJN its POL (16IJgIl) and tl1er8m results less than 16 J.Ag/l
should be qualified as estimated;

b) Split-samples among PPB, SFWMD I and FDEP laboratories for the period
June--November 2000 indicate that results from PPB are more variable and
have a greater frequency of vaJues reported as less than the MOL than either
other laboratory (Figures 2 and 3). H0\A.'9ver, these results do not indicate a
PPB bias as seen in the earlier split-samples (FigLre 2).

Temporat trends in 1he USACE C-111 monitoring data are suppor1ive of the above
condusioos regarding the acaJracy of the 1'...0 time periOOs. Prior to July 2000
USACE total phosphOOJS measurements (auto-sampler) \I..ere SubStantially greater
than SFWMD measurements (grab sample).

If you have a'ty questions regarding these findings and retx)mmendations please
contact me at (850} 921-9489.

Attad1ments

cc: Jerry Brooks

Jennifer Fitzwater
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Figure 1. Summary of split sample results be~n FDEP and PPB laboratories for
the period Februery-May, 2000. The t~, solid mid-line, and bottom of each box
representsthe 7sn. SOU1 (median), and 25 percentiles, respectively; the vertical lines
represent the 1 Olh and goth percentiles; the horizontal dashed line is the arithmetic
mean; and small cirdes are observations outside the 1(jh and goth percentiles.
Values repor1ed as less than the MOL Y..ere replaced with 'h MOL (2 IJg/l).
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Figure 2. Summary of inter...aboratory split..sample variability among SFWMD,
FDEP, and PPB labs for the period JU1e-December, 2000. Variability is expressed
as the difference of individual sp/it.;sample results from the average result, ltAJhere
average result is defined as the arithmetic mean result of the three laboratories.
Values reported as less than the MOL ~re replaced with % MOL (2 ~).
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Figure 3. Inter~laboratory comparison among PPB, SFWMD and FDEP for split-
samples collected by PPB bet\l.een June 5, 2000 and December 11, 2()(X). Red
solid lines are regression lines bet\Aeen the labs. Blad< dashed lines show the 95%
confidence intervals of the regressions. Values reported as less Ulan the MOL were
replaced INith % MOL (2 ~g/L ).
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Figure 4. MonfJ1ly geometric mean .1: standard de\liation total phosphorus
concenttations caJculated from USACE auto-sampJer and SFWMD grab sample data
at the 8332, 8331, and S332D strLdures. Values reported as less than the MOL
~re replaced ~th 1h MDL (2 IJQ/L)-

i

~
~
f

~
i
.i

j
~

~"',"

[



850-487-2899B4/:l1/2B01 18:02 FLA .COAST MGMT PGM PAGE ea

Febrnar:y 15, 2001

Ms. Cherie Trainor
Florida State Clearinghouse
Department of Community Affairs
2555 Shwnard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2100

Re: Department of the Annyt Central and Southern Florida Project, Supplement to the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) on the General Design Memorandum for Modified
Water Deliveries to the Everglades National Par~ Issued in 1992, and General
Reevaluation Report on Canal 1 11 (C-lI1) Issued in 1994, Dade CoWlty

SA!: FLI99403010133CR3

Dear Ms. Trainor:

The Department has reviewed the above-described project proposal and based on the information
provided, we submit the following comments and recommendations.

Comments:

The Deparbnent provided comments to the Corps of Engineers on the Draft Supplemental E'S for
the
C-l11 Project in September 2000 (see attached letter). Those comments should continue to be
useful during the review process of any remaining draft documents covered by SA!# FL94-
OI33CR3. Addition8.1 comments are provided below.

A primary concern will be the impact on natural areas that result from an construction projects
and operational criteria established for these projects. An evaluation should be made of
operational impacts to Lake Okeechobee; the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie Estuaries; the Water
Conservation Areas; Ever!J;lades National Park (ENP); and, Manatee Bay and Barnes Sound.
Water depths, hydroperiods, and the timing of discharge events will be important considerations.
An evaluation of impaCtS tO listed species throughout the impacted natural system should be
included in the documents.
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Water quality impacts to natural areas will also be a major concern. Water quality requirements
have been included in the Everglades Forever Act and will affect ilie operation and design of these
projects. Requirements included in the settlement agreement resulting from the federal lawsuit
over watel" quality discharged to federalla.nds in the Everglades must also be met. ENP is an
Outstanding Florida Water that requires special protection. All draft documents should specify
how these requirements would be met.

At the January 30.2001 Sooping Meeting held in Homestead, information was provided that
indicated that the second retention area planned to receive tlows from the S-332B Pump Station
was to be eliminated in the new documents. Direct 3urface water discharges to ENP would result
ftum this action. In the recent past~ ENP staffhas objooted to any direct surface water discharge
entering the park. A complete justification for the elitt1ination of this second retention area shouJd
be provided- An operational pernJit will be required for these projects which must consider the
park's objections. These concerns must be addressed in the draft docwnents. Past decisions
indicate that a surface water discharge would most likely also require a NPDES Pennit.

Additional ~acts could result ftom the elimination of the second retention area if a direct
surface water discharge to ENP is not pennittable. Water discharged to a second retention area.
would enter the groundwater and supplement water levels in the o'\1'er.drained Taylor Slough
headwater area as well as Shark Rjver Slough. Without a second retention area and no
permittable swface water: discharge, this water would be discharged to tide through the C-l1l
Canal to Manatee Bay and Bailles Sound. Not only would this much-needed water be lost to the
freshwater wetlands but it could also cause adverse impacts to tlte estuaries.

":;!;"' Another issue that must be considered during the permitting process is the impact to flood control
in the areas affected by the associated projects. Agricuhural interests have asked for details on
the canal elevations to be maintajned during operation of the system. Affects on both agricultural
and urban flood protection should be addressed. Details on the affect of the proposed canal
elevations on the natural system should also be addressed. An of these issues must be considered
during the permit p.rocess.

An evaluation ofhow these projects will interface with the authorized Comprehensive Everglades
Restoration Project (CERP) should be provided. Compatible as well as incompatible elements
should be discussed. One enrnpIe would be the elimination in this process of a second retention
area to adequately retain an S-332B discharges while the CERP includes treatment for all flows to
natural areas. Other disconnects also eJcist. A plan to integrate the two processes should be
developed and provided in the documents. Fiscal and e.,vJfOrnnental impacts resulting from
construction of incompatible elements should be detailed. All possible methods of eliminating the
duplications, conflicts, and disconnec;ts should be C1{plored and provided in the documents.

Thank you for the opportunity of commenting on this proposal.. If you have technical questions
related to this response please contact Mr. Herb Zebuth at 561/681-6703. If you have questions
re8arding this letter please give me a call at (850) 487-2231.

Sincerely,
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~~

Robert w. Hall

Office of Intergovernmental Programs

~~

Attachment
cc: Jose CaJas

Cheryl McKee
Herb Zebuth

~~~~~~~~~
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PAX {.SI1)9~.~679March 22, 2001

MB. Cherie Trainor
Florida State Clearinghouse
Florida Depar1ment of Conununity Affairs
2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2100

Re: SAI #199901280054CRS, Draft
Environmental Itnpact Statement: Interim
Operational Plan (lOP) for Protection of the
Cape Sable Seaside Sparrow, Broward and
Miarni-Dade Counties

Dear Ms. Trainor:

"'w,~ The Office of Environmental Services of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Commission (FWC) is in the process ofreviewing the referenced document, coordinating input
from other relevant divisions of the agency, and preparing a Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
report to the U.S. Amly Corps of Engineers. As soon as this report is complete, we will be
pleased to provide a copy to your office.

At this point in our review, we are very concerned that the federal agencies who
developed this proposed plan (i.e., the U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers, tho U.S. Department of the
Interior, a.nd, to a limited extent, the U.S. Department of Justice) did so without fully
coordinating with the FWC. We understand that this lack of full coordination was due to several
lawsuits that were filed against the U.S. Amly Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Departlnent of
the Interior, and the federal attorneys' position that their discussions needed to be kept in the
"federal family" in order to protect the status of their attDmey-client relationship. Nevertheless,
this project has the real potential to affect both lands that we manage (Everglades and Francis S.
Taylor Wildlife Management Area, or Water Conservation Areas 2 and 3; and Southern Glades
Wildlife and Environmental Area) and state-1isted species for which we have responsibility.
Although the proposed project is unlikely to be inconsistent with our regulations per set our
ove1riding concern at this time is the extent to which,sirnilar lawsuits could limit our full

ilO Souili Meri.J;~n Strcet .T.JI-b~$!ee .FL .3Z,~,.I('o()
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Ms. Cherie Trainor

March 22, 2001

Page 2

~~~

involvement in pla.nning upcom.ing ecosystem-restoration projects under the massive
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan.

Sincerely,

~

~~f'-
Bradley J. Hartman, Director
Office ofEnvironmenral Services

~

BJH/MAP
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